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Claim Objections 

1) The use of the trademark Teflon has been noted in this application, as well in 
claims 6 and 14. It should be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied 
by the generic terminology when used in the specification. 

In the claim language for claims 6 and 14, however the use of a trademark is 
prohibited, and the claims should be amended to denote Teflon in its generic 
product form. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the 
proprietary nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to 
prevent their use in any manner which might adversely affect their validity as 
trademarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

2) Claims 1-10 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Sugiyama (JP 357,033,577) in view of Champomier (US Patent 
No. 5,779,957). 

Sugiyama 577 teaches an apparatus comprised of a conveying apparatus for 
guiding a rod-like molding where there is a primary packaging film (3a) is fed 
from film rolls 3' and 3" onto an endless transfer conveyor having many molding 
frames 2 and folded by a folding means 4 between the molds (2) downward. A 
molded kneaded raw material (E) is then applied to the film (3a) by a molding 
machine (5), and the kneaded raw material (E) is cut by a cutter (6). The film (3a) 
is then cut by a cutter (22). The cut film (3a) has end widths (t) and (t) relative to 
the cut kneaded raw material (e) and the periphery and the ends of the cut kneaded 
raw material (E). Furthermore the film would anticipate the use of a low resilience 
foamed material in order to aid in the conforming of the material shape (E) as 
applied onto the film before being cut by the cutter (22). Furthermore as can be 
seen in Figure 1 the conveying apparatus comprises a rotary roller and a belt 
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adapted be advanced by the rotary roller, and the pads (anticipated by film) are 
bonded to a conveyor surface for the belt for conveying the rod-like molded 
material (See Abstract and Figures 1 and 2). 

Sugiyama 577 fails to teach the use of an extruder in conveying the material 
onto a conveying apparatus. 

Champomier 957 teaches an apparatus comprised of a conveying apparatus 
for guiding a rod-like molding capable of handling ceramic material, extruded 
from an extruder (13) mold die, a cutter (16) and support plates (9) which read on 
pads. The conveying apparatus has support plates (9), each having a placement 
surface capable for placing the rod-like ceramic molding. 

It would be obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the teachings of 
Sugiyama 577 with that of Champomier 957, where the extruder is used as a 
mixing means for the product worked upon in the apparatus before being ejected 
onto the conveyor portion of the apparatus. 

3) Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Sugiyama (JP 357,033,577) in view of Champomier (US Patent No. 5,779,957) in 
further view of Simon (US Patent No. 5,417,562). 
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From the aforementioned rejection Sugiyama 577 and Champomier 957 
teach a hypothetical device that reads on applicant's claimed invention. 

However the hypothetical teachings fail to address a drying device situated 
after the apparatus with a conveyor means has extruded the material and cut it into 
form. 

Simon 562 pertains to a conventional brick extrusion apparatus, where it is 
taught to have a drying device situated along the apparatus's manufacturing line to 
heat treat the material once extruded and cut from the device (Col 3 Lines 46-68 
and Col 4 Lines 1-23). 

It would be obvious to one skilled in the art, to outfit the device taught by 
Sugiyama 577 and Champomier 957 with that of Simon 562 to heat treat and cure 
the malleable material once processed and extruded for use. 

4) Claims 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Sugiyama (JP 357,033,577) in view of Champomier (US Patent No. 5,779,957) in 
further view of Miyakawa (WO 01/07224). 

Please note examiner is using Miyakawa (US Patent No. 6,71 1,979) as an 
English equivalent to Miyakawa (WO 01/07224). 

From the aforementioned rejection Sugiyama 577 and Champomier 957 
teach a hypothetical device that reads on applicant's claimed invention. 
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However the teachings fail to show the use of cutting wire and honeycomb 
die for the molded material. 

Miyakawa 979 pertains to cutting method of a honeycombed ceramic body, 
whereby the body of material (5) is extruded from a honeycomb die and carried on 
carriage system (6) and cut by a cutting wire (2, 8). 

It would be obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the specified 
teachings of a honeycomb die as a desired resultant effective variable on the 
molded material extruded from the conveyance means as taught by both Sugiyama 
577 and Champomier 957. As for the specified use of a cutting wire, it would be 
obvious to modify the prior art with what is taught by Miyakawa 979, since it is 
known that soft malleable material extruded from an extruder and die assembly is 
still going to be soft and thus the use of a cutting wire would allow for the material 
to be cut gently without causing any deformation in the body of material. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to G. Nagesh Rao whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-2946. The examiner can normally be reached on 9AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571) 272-1 166. The fax 
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phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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